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ABSTRACT OF DISSERTATION

REVISING THE ORCHESTRAL REDUCTION OF
JACQUES IBERT’S CONCERTO FOR FLUTE AND ORCHESTRA
Given the popularity of Jacques Ibert’s Concerto for Flute and Orchestra amongst
flautists, and the frequent need to perform the work with a pianist, the high-difficulty
threshold of its current reduction for piano may prove to be a potential liability for both
soloist and collaborator. For this project, solutions to the complications that arise as a
result of the Concerto’s burdensome piano reduction were investigated. This
investigation ultimately led to the construction of a carefully reworked version of the
original orchestra reduction for piano—i.e., a revision. The purpose of this paper is to
explain the editorial choices that went into revising and reconstructing the reduction, as
well as to resolve any issues a pianist might have pertaining to its performance.
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION
1.1

Background
For the collaborative pianist, assuming the role of the orchestra via a reduction for

piano is a commonplace occurrence. For works such as solo concerti, vocal arias, opera
reductions and the like, the pianist must “become” the orchestra for their collaborative
partner(s). The successful interpretation and performance of an orchestral reduction is a
skill that every collaborative pianist must acquire. However, the management of an
orchestral reduction can often prove to be one of the more challenging and timeconsuming tasks required of a collaborative pianist. The conversion of a multi-part
orchestral work into a two-stave piano score for one player typically creates music that is
densely packed and idiomatically not well suited for the pianist. Problematic features of
orchestral reductions often include—but are not limited to—chords too large to be played
as written, more notes than one can reasonably manage at one time, and a general
awkwardness of writing for the pianist’s hands. These challenges are typically
compounded when dealing with reductions of twentieth-century music or later, where the
orchestral writing is often considerably dense, contrapuntally complex, and largely
virtuosic. Such is the case with the orchestra reduction of Jacques Ibert’s Concerto for
Flute and Orchestra.
Since its premiere in 1934 by its dedicatee—the famed French flautist, Marcel
Moyse1—Ibert’s Concerto for Flute and Orchestra has become an important part of the

1 Blakeman, Edward, "Moyse, Marcel," Grove Music Online, 2001; Accessed Jan 11, 2021, https://www-

oxfordmusiconline-com.ezproxy.uky.edu/grovemusic/view/10.1093/gmo/9781561592630.001.0001/omo9781561592630-e-0000019264.
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standard flute repertoire.2 For the soloist, the work is a virtuoso showcase, which has
become a favorite of many talented flautists. The flute part has been described as
“supremely demanding throughout,” featuring “rapid passagework [in the] outer
movements” and “sustained lyrical interludes” in the middle movement.3 The difficulty
of the concerto, however, is not limited to the role of the soloist alone, as the work makes
many demands of its pared-down orchestra. The orchestration—which has been
described as “densely textured and harmonically and thematically intricate”—is
extremely active throughout, featuring a complex weaving of contrapuntal lines, and
frequent “rapid passage work” similar to that of the soloist. 4 As one might surmise, the
complexity of this concerto’s orchestration translates to a very challenging reduction for
the pianist.
For earlier music (i.e., Baroque to Romantic), one may often find various versions
of an orchestra reduction. Later editions of such reductions typically seek to make the
orchestra part much more playable for the pianist by stripping the reduction down to its
most important features and arranging it to make the music more pianistic (e.g., see the
Schirmer Tuckwell editions of the W.A. Mozart horn concerti). One may also come
across more manageable reductions that were written by the composers themselves, such
as Richard Strauss’ Horn Concerto No. 1 in E-flat Major. However, the latter example is
not typically the case, and the former is less frequently found with works of the
Twentieth Century or later due to copyright or licensing issues. Therefore, the managing

Johnson, Rebecca, “Flute Concertos by Christopher Rouse & Jacques Ibert: Katherine Bryan,” Flutist
Quarterly 39, No. 3 (Spring, 2014): 79.
3 Bade, Dennis, “Flute Concerto: Jacques Ibert,” laphil.com, accessed January 11, 2021,
https://www.laphil.com/musicdb/pieces/1790/flute-concerto.
4 Bade, Dennis. “Flute Concerto: Jacques Ibert.”
2
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of a reduction often becomes the responsibility of the pianist who agrees to take on the
work.
To date, the only published version of the reduction of Ibert’s Concerto for Flute
and Orchestra is the edition originally released in 1934 by Éditions Alphonse Leduc (now
part of the Wise Music Group). With no clear indication as to the originator of the
reduction—whether it was by the composer himself, or the product of the publisher—one
is left only with assumptions (this subject is addressed in Chapter 3). Regardless of who
was ultimately responsible for the reduction, the difficulty of the arrangement in its
current form—for some—may prove to be an impediment to regular performance.
When a collaborative pianist agrees to take on a challenging orchestra
reduction—especially one they have yet to perform—they typically accept two roles: one
as performer, and the other as editor. The term “editor” is used in this context to mean the
process of reworking a reduction into a more manageable state for performance. For
example, sometimes the solution to a challenging passage within a reduction may be as
simple as moving a note (or notes) written to be played with one hand into the opposing
hand; or, it could be figuring out and writing in just the right fingering for a particularly
tricky passage; other times, there may be no alternative but to remove a problematic
element from the score altogether. While this editorial process will be discussed more
thoroughly later, it can be said here that the reworking of a reduction—particularly a
problematic one—can be quite tedious and often requires a great deal of time and effort
on the part of the pianist. For some, this editorial process, with its many difficult and
nuanced decisions, may either prove to be beyond the capabilities of those less

3

experienced in managing reductions, or more work than the busy collaborator has time
for.
In either case, particularly difficult reductions—such as the lone reduction of
Ibert’s Concerto for Flute and Orchestra—can create a number of obstacles for the
collaborator, and consequently, for the soloist as well. For the collaborator, the time and
effort needed to edit, learn, and perform a reduction like the Ibert may prove to be more
than one is willing or able to accept. Even if a pianist does agree to take up the challenge,
the lack of time or skill level required to prepare such a challenging reduction can result
in a sub-par performance. For the soloist, the challenges inherent in notoriously
demanding reductions can make the process of finding a collaborator who is willing and
able to learn and perform such works quite difficult. Unfortunately, these difficulties may
factor in to the resultant quality of a performance, or to whether a particular work gets
performed at all.

1.2

Statement of Purpose
Given the popularity of Jacques Ibert’s Concerto for Flute and Orchestra amongst

flautists, and the frequent need to perform the work with a pianist, the high-difficulty
threshold of its current reduction for piano may prove to be a potential liability for both
soloist and collaborator. For this reason, I sought to investigate solutions to the
complications that arise as a result of the Concerto’s burdensome piano reduction. This
investigation ultimately led to the construction of a carefully reworked version of the
original orchestra reduction for piano—i.e., a revised edition—, which is the subject of
this paper. The purpose of this paper is to explain the editorial choices that went into
4

revising and reconstructing the reduction, as well as to resolve any issues a pianist might
have pertaining to its performance.
In constructing the Concerto reduction revision, I sought to resolve a number of
issues, both for the collaborative pianist learning the Concerto for the first time, and for
those welcoming of new solutions to the difficulties of the original reduction. Firstly, I
believe that this revision will help to reduce the time and tedium normally required of
pianists learning the work. Through the revised edition, the lengthy editorial process is
virtually eliminated for the pianist, which—in turn—should free up players to focus more
on the technical and collaborative aspects of the learning/practicing process. Secondly, as
the revised edition has been constructed to make the accompaniment much more
pianistically manageable than the original reduction, lesser-experienced collaborators, or
those with time constraints, should feel much more comfortable taking on the Ibert Flute
Concerto than they otherwise might. Lastly, with the minimization of difficulty and
learning time that the new reduction provides, flautists should have an easier time finding
collaborators willing to work with them on the Concerto.
In addition to the aforementioned purposes, it is my hope that this newly revised
reduction and related paper can serve as a model of the reduction-management process
for others. As this paper explains the methodology that went into revising the Ibert
reduction, it may serve as a useful guide or reference for collaborative pianists who must
take up the revision process themselves for other challenging orchestral reductions they
may encounter.

5

CHAPTER 2. THE REDUCTION REVISION PROCESS
2.1

Revision Process Overview
The creation of a new version of the Ibert Flute Concerto orchestra reduction—one

that seeks to alleviate problems for the pianist without compromising the needs of the
soloist or sacrificing the integrity of the music—necessitated a careful and thorough
editorial process. Many considerations and various factors went into the creation of this
revision and will be discussed in detail. Before going into some of the finer points about
the revision’s construction—especially those pertaining to its many changes from the
original 1934 reduction—it may be helpful to have an overview of the general process
employed, which resulted in the current final product. A basic outline of the revision
process is provided below.
I.

Edits to the original Éditions Alphonse Leduc reduction
a. This is done with pencil directly onto the score

II.

Initial recreation of the revised score via music notation software
a. This first draft of the revision includes the edits made in I.

III.

Review of first draft
a. Editing of errors and layout
b. Comparison against the orchestral version; new edits and changes
made
c. Changes inputted via notation software, resulting in second draft

IV.

Review of second draft

6

a. Second comparison against the orchestral score; final
decisions/changes made based on orchestral score
V.

2.2

Final draft produced

Editing the Original
The first step taken in revising the 1934 orchestra reduction of the Ibert Flute

Concerto was not unlike the process I usually employ when learning an orchestra
reduction in preparation for a performance—i.e., carefully working through the music at
the piano with a pencil readily at hand, making edits or adjustments to problematic
passages as I encounter them. Generally speaking, this process typically results in the
following three editorial decisions: (1) the writing-in of fingerings; (2) the omission of
certain notes; (3) the reorganizing of note-placement between the hands. I have found that
these particular direct-to-score changes are often necessary to facilitate a clean
performance of music that was not originally constructed for the piano. While much of
the initial phase of editing the 1934 reduction resulted in changes to the score similar to
others I have encountered—i.e., fingering; note omission; reorganization—two additional
factors were taken into consideration for the purpose of a more thorough revision: (4)
indications for optional notes; (5) changes based on the original orchestral score. The
following paragraphs speak more specifically about changes made to the 1934 reduction
based on editing decisions (1) – (4) as cited above, while (5) is discussed in Chapter 3.

7

2.2.1

Fingerings

As I encounter potentially problematic areas for the pianist when working through
an orchestra reduction, I must ask myself a number of questions. The first question that
must be asked is, “Is this achievable as written?” From there, I will need to determine if
the figure or passage is simply an issue of getting used to it through practice, or if another
solution is required. Often times, the simplest solution is to figure out and write in the
most logical and technically beneficial fingerings.
The determining and subsequent writing-in of finger numbers for particular
passages within a piano score can be quite beneficial for the pianist. I have found that
working through a passage and writing in fingerings where they are not immediately
obvious can help speed along the learning process. With fingerings written in, the pianist
does not have to re-remember them or rely on muscle memory every time the music is
returned to. Also, having appropriate fingerings written in for the pianist safeguards
against the accidental misfingering of a passage during performance, which could
potentially jeopardize the successful execution of said passage.
Good fingering choices can be especially helpful when attempting to learn and
perform works not originally constructed for the piano, such as orchestra reductions.
When pianists play an orchestra reduction, they are asked to execute passages and figures
not originally constructed with the pianist in mind, and therefore, often encounter
awkward writing for the piano. While other solutions to problematic areas within an
orchestra reduction may be necessary, the first solution I often look to is fingering.
Figures 2.1a and 2.1b demonstrate how the inclusion of fingerings can make an otherwise
tricky passage much easier to play.
8

Figure 2.1a. Jacques Ibert, Concerto for Flute and Orchestra (1934 reduction), I. Allegro,
mm. 142–146. Author’s fingering added directly to copy of original 1934 piano
reduction.5

Figure 2.1b. Ibert, Concerto for Flute and Orchestra, reduction (author’s revised edition),
I., mm. 142–146. Author’s revision of the 1934 reduction with fingering suggestions
included.6

Passages within the music that are not necessarily technically demanding of the
pianist may require written-in fingerings as well. In the second movement of the Ibert
Flute Concerto, the overall tempo is rather slow throughout (quarter note=56, initially)
however, the texture is highly contrapuntal and often requires the legato playing of
independently moving lines. In order to smoothly connect these independent lines,
deciphering and utilizing the correct fingerings is of paramount importance. Figure 2.2a
highlights a passage wherein the independent nature of the moving parts necessitates

5

Jacques Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), (Paris: Alphonse Leduc, 1934), IMSLP,
https://imslp.org/wiki/Flute_Concerto_(Ibert%2C_Jacques), 7.
6 Jacques Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), edited by Nathan Stites (University of
Kentucky: DMA project, 2022), 7.

9

carefully thought-out fingering choices. Many finger exchanges as well as “crossovers/unders” must occur throughout this passage in order to create—along with the help
of the damper pedal—seamless, long and lyrical legato lines. Figure 2.2b reveals what
this passage looks like in the final revised version with the fingerings added.

Figure 2.2a. Ibert, Flute Concerto (1934 reduction), II. Andante, mm. 18–29. Passage
wherein the inclusion of fingering suggestions would be ideal. 7

7

Jacques Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), (Paris: Alphonse Leduc, 1934), IMSLP, 13.

10

Figure 2.2b. Ibert, Flute Concerto, reduction (author’s edition), II., mm. 18–29. Fingering
suggestions included in author’s revised edition.8

Passages containing consecutive chords or intervallic figures—particularly those
requiring legato connectivity—provide a unique challenge for the pianist. For such
passages, it is necessary to choose fingerings that enable the pianist to move from one
chord or interval to the next smoothly, without disruption of the line. Fingerings must be
chosen logically based on one figure’s proximity to the next so that the connectivity can

8

Jacques Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), edited by Nathan Stites, 13–14.

11

be achieved and one’s fingers can move between the figures with ease (or at least, more
easily), without an overreliance on the damper pedal. A number of these kinds of
passages occur within the original 1934 Ibert reduction, and for each, fingering solutions
have been predetermined and included in the revised edition. The following examples
(Figures 2.3a–2.3d) from the revision of the concerto’s third movement feature passages
containing consecutive chordal or intervallic figures and the corresponding fingering
suggestions.

Figure 2.3a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), III. Allegro scherzando, mm. 45–
48. Fingering suggestions for the legato connection of consecutive chords. 9

Figure 2.3b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), III., mm. 51–52. Fingering
suggestions for the legato connection of consecutive intervallic figures. 10

9

Ibid., 22–23.
Ibid., 23.
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12

Figure 2.3c. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), III., mm. 141–143. Fingering
suggestions.11

Figure 2.3d. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), III., mm. 166–167. Fingering
suggestions.12

Although many pianists will often write in their own fingerings in scores—as not
all editorial fingerings (if included) are “one-size-fits-all”—I believe that the inclusion of
well thought-out fingering suggestions will alleviate much of the headache of the
fingering process for pianists, and will ultimately save them valuable time. However, in
the case that certain fingerings as suggested in the revised edition do not work well for an
individual pianist, or if one is to arrive at alternative fingerings that are more well suited
for them personally, that individual should feel free to cross-out the editorial fingerings as
needed and write in their own.
11
12

Ibid., 27.
Ibid., 28.
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If a difficult passage is not easily achievable through practice or fingering, or if
trying to play it as written would compromise a clean, successful performance, then it
must determined if something needs to be altered, rearranged, or eliminated.

2.2.2

Note Reorganization

Of the many issues encountered when working through the original 1934 Ibert
reduction, the most common seems to be the result of awkward note layout for the
pianist. The term “layout” here refers to how the notes are organized and distributed
across the grand staff. While the reduction’s originator may have been attempting to
maintain the independence of line associated with individual orchestral instruments, this
does not always result in the most optimum figuration for the pianist. The good news for
such instances, however, is that the problem is often easily resolved without the need to
eliminate any notes. A simple example of this type of layout editing is shown in Figures
2.4a and 2.4b. Looking first at the 1934 reduction (Figure 2.4a), the figuration of the right
hand—namely the leap from the chord on beat one down to the two lower eighth notes,
and then up again—is awkward, and playing it as written risks sloppy or inaccurate
execution. However, as my editing of this same measure reveals in Figures 2.4b (rough
edit) and 2.4c (revision), the problematic figure is easily resolved by moving the D-flat
eighth note into the left hand.13

13

It should be noted here that the A♭ at the top of the first right-hand chord in the original reduction was
removed for the revision (compare Figures 2.4a and 2.4c) because it does not appear in the orchestral
version (these types of changes are addressed in Chapter 3).
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Figure 2.4a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., m. 33.14

Figure 2.4b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., m. 33. Author’s preliminary revising
of note distribution. 15

Figure 2.4c. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., m. 33. Revised note layout.16
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Jacques Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), (Paris: Alphonse Leduc, 1934), IMSLP, 2.
Ibid., 2.
16 Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), edited by Nathan Stites, 2.
15
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Another example of this type of note layout editing is provided in Figures 2.5a–
2.5c. Here, as before, the issue begins with an awkward leap (i.e., the quick left hand
jump from the B octave on beat one of measure 97 to the D a tenth above it—see Figure
2.5a); this problem is easily resolved by moving the D, D-flat, and C-flat from the left
hand of mm. 97–98 into the right hand (see Figure 2.5b). Following that, the left hand can
take the E natural and B natural of the top staff (beat 2 of measure 98), which, in turn,
frees up the right hand to prepare and proceed with the sixteenth note passage that
follows (see Figure 2.5c for final revised version of this passage).

Figure 2.5a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., mm. 97–99.17

Figure 2.5b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., mm. 97–99. Author’s preliminary
revising of note distribution.18

17
18

Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), (Paris: Alphonse Leduc, 1934), IMSLP, 5.
Ibid.
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Figure 2.5c. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., mm. 97–99. Revised layout.19

It often seems the case that the 1934 reduction attempts to relegate thematic material
associated with particular instruments onto a single staff rather than crossing between staves.
While this may be visually helpful in maintaining the cohesiveness of melodic lines, this can
often pose practical issues for performance. In Figure 2.6a (mm. 157–173, from the development
section of the first movement), notes representing the bassoon part and combined string
pizzicatos are all placed within the left-hand staff, while the right-hand staff is almost entirely
reserved for the melodic clarinet line. This layout construction may initially seem to be helpful
by way of creating a clear contrast between the melody (clarinet) and the more accompanimentlike texture (bassoon and strings); however, attempting to play the passage as it appears in the
1934 reduction is problematic for the following reasons: 1) the distance between the tied
“bassoon” half notes and the upper “pizzicato” eighth notes becomes too large at times,
compromising either the correct durations or the appropriate articulations; 2) the wide-ranging
movement of the pizzicato figures frequently interferes with the right hand—sometimes crossing
over the right hand melody; 3) due to the pizzicato figures wide-spanning range on the piano,
frequent clef changes are utilized (presumably, in order to avoid excessive ledger lines), which
can be visually disorienting.
19

Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), edited by Nathan Stites, 5.

17

Figure 2.6a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., mm. 157–173.20

Contrastingly, Figure 2.6b reveals how this same passage has been reworked for the
revised edition via note redistribution.

20
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Figure 2.6b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., mm. 157–173. Revised
layout.21
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For the revision (Figure 2.6b), many of the highest notes of the eighth-note pizzicato figures
have been moved into the right hand without compromising the clarinet melody. This in turn
allows for the continued staccato articulation of the eighth-note figures against the simultaneous
sustaining of the low bassoon pitches, without the need for much pedal assistance. With this new
layout, the frequent clef changes that appear in the original 1934 reduction are unnecessary and
therefore have been eliminated. In order to maintain the integrity of the contrapuntal texture (i.e.,
closely reflect the orchestral design), the individual parts have their own stem orientation, and
dashed lines have been added to show where the pizzicato figures cross between the staves.
Where necessary, indications have been included via brackets (see m. 163, for example) to direct
the player as to when the right hand should take certain notes in the left-hand staff; this was
necessary for areas where placing these notes in the right-hand staff would interfere with visual
clarity.
Figure 2.7a (mm. 51–58, from the concerto’s second movement)—presents a passage
requiring a treatment similar to that discussed for Figure 2.6a. Here, the strings’ melodic material
is constrained to the right-hand treble clef staff, and the ascending clarinet figures are kept in the
left-hand staff. The problem that this layout presents is that the parts cross paths, resulting in the
hands interfering with one another. Trying to perform this passage as it is presented in the
original reduction is quite cumbersome, and many an experienced pianist would recognize the
need to reorganize which hands take certain parts in a manner contrary to how the score presents
it. Other pianists may simply choose to omit certain notes or figures in order to make the passage
more easily playable. However, as shown in Figure 2.7b, carefully reworking the organization of
the notes between the staves allows the pianist to perform this section with greater ease and
without the elimination of a single note. As with Figure 2.6b, dashed lines have been added to

20

the revision of this passage in order to indicate the movement of the melodic lines between the
staves.

Figure 2.7a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), II., mm. 51–58.22
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Figure 2.7b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), II., mm. 51–58. Revised layout.23

2.2.3

Note Omissions and Optional Notes

Sometimes solutions to problematic passages within the music require the
removal of certain notes or the rewriting of a passage in order to make it more playable.
When encountering an issue wherein note-removal or rewriting seems the best option, it
is important first to consult the original orchestral score to determine if such an editorial

23
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decision will compromise the work’s musical integrity in any significant way. These
decisions should be made in such a way that important melodic, harmonic, and textural
features are largely preserved and that the support the soloist requires is not
compromised. One example of a passage within the Ibert original reduction that carries
the potential for note removal is presented in Figure 2.8a. In this example, the inclusion
of the occasional thirds within the right hand sixteenth-note passages creates a
particularly precarious figuration for the pianist.

Figure 2.8a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., mm. 106–111.24

While it is technically possible to play the notes as presented in the above excerpt, one
might argue that it is not worth the risk to clean, accurate, and comfortable execution.
Therefore, as I suggest in my rough edit of the same passage (Figure 2.8b), the pianist
would do well to eliminate many of these thirds from the figurations altogether. Such
editing would be of aid to the pianist without jeopardizing the music’s integrity; the notes
pass by too quickly to recognize their absence from the harmony, and the melodic and
textural characteristics remain intact. The final, revised version of this passage is shown
in Figure 2.8c.

24

Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), (Paris: Alphonse Leduc, 1934), IMSLP, 5.
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Figure 2.8b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., mm. 106–111. Author’s preliminary
removal of notes.25

Figure 2.8c. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., mm. 106–111.26

While the omissions made to the above passage might be considered relatively minor,
there are a few places within the revision where more drastic omissions were implemented. In
mm. 200–203 of the first movement (Figure 2.9a), the pianist is asked to perform a series of

25
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Ibid.
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leaps with the left hand between the ascending chords (brass and winds) in the middle register of
the piano, and descending lower bass figures (cellos and contras bass).

Figure 2.9a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., mm. 200–203. Difficult left hand
leaps.27

While this passage may be achievable through a great deal of practice, it poses a significant risk
to clean execution—potentially jeopardizing the accuracy of both the chord and bass figures.
After considering a number of options, I decided to omit many of the bass figures altogether in
favor of bringing out the chords representing the brass/winds. After listening to a few orchestral
performances of this passage, I believe that the chords are of greater importance to the overall
texture and harmony of the passage, and the removal of the bass notes does not significantly
impair the desired effect. A few of the more feasible bass notes have been marked as “optional”
(an editorial notation to be discussed next). Figure 2.9b shows how the passage looks after the
removal of the bass notes.

27

Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), (Paris: Alphonse Leduc, 1934), IMSLP, 10.

25

Figure 2.9b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., mm. 200–203. Revised left
hand.28

In order to make the revised edition of the reduction considerate of pianists of
varying capabilities and skill levels, there are a number of notes within that I have
decided to mark as “optional.” Designating certain notes as optional will typically occur
when I recognize an area of potential difficulty for pianists of smaller hand sizes (i.e.,
they cannot execute larger stretches), or for those lacking the necessary technical prowess
required.29 Of course, the decision to denote some notes as “optional” begs the question:
“Why not eliminate the notes altogether?” The decision to mark certain notes as
“optional” rather than removing them from the revision is made when: a) I believe the
notes are important to the music and should be included if possible; however, I recognize
that, for some, attempting to include them in one’s performance may be problematic; b) I
personally have found a section to be playable as written (with no, or few modifications),
but see the potential difficulty it may pose for others. In the final revision, optional notes
are indicated by the use of small notes and parentheses.

28

Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), edited by Nathan Stites, 10.
That being said, even the revised version of the reduction demands a considerable level of technical
ability.
29
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Figure 2.10a, below, shows a tricky passage within the original 1934 reduction
that I believe warrants the marking of some notes as optional.

Figure 2.10a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., mm. 83–86. Preliminary writing in
of parentheses to indicate optional notes. 30

Here, the pianist is asked to play an ascending sixteenth-note scalar figure in the bass (the
bassoons), legato thirds with the right hand (flutes/oboes/clarinets), and bring out an inner
quarter-note melody (the horns) that is awkwardly spaced out from the other parts. Even
though I myself have worked this section out to be playable with all of the notes present,
the inner horn melody has been marked as optional (with parentheses) in an attempt to
lessen the technical burden for those who may require it. Considering, however, that the
inclusion of the inner horn line more accurately reflects the original orchestration, if one
is able to include these notes in performance, it is recommended that they should do so.
However, if an individual finds the inclusion of the horn part within the texture not
feasible, I do not believe its absence will negatively affect the flautist or compromise the
most important elements of the music in any significant way. The revision of this passage
is shown in Figure 2.10b.

30
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Figure 2.10b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., mm. 83–86. Optional notes
indicated with parentheses.31

A similar, albeit more challenging passage is shown in Figure 2.11a (mm. 208–
212, from the first movement). The excerpt here is an example of a passage wherein
almost all of the orchestra parts are represented in the piano reduction. Given this
section’s busy contrapuntal texture and cumbersome note layout, it is likely that many
pianists would find this particular passage very taxing, if not unplayable as written. The
issues that cause this passage to be particularly demanding are the large leaps in quick
succession and the difficulty of maintaining the inner melody (the horn and trumpet
melody) within the busy, spaced-out texture. In order to make this section more
accessible for the pianist, many of the inner melody notes have been marked as optional
in the revised edition (see Figure 2.11b); even with additional editorial relief, it is not
particularly easy to include the inner melody, as some uncomfortable stretching and
careful pedaling is required to successfully incorporate it into the texture. For this reason,
the decision to make the inner melody notes optional was deemed necessary, particularly
for the sake of those who might find its inclusion too difficult or just not possible.

31
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Figure 2.11a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., mm. 208–212.32

Figure 2.11b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., mm. 208–212. Combination
of editorial types (1)–(4) used in the revising of this passage.33
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In addition to the optional note indications, all of the editorial techniques
discussed thus far—i.e., fingering suggestions, note layout reworking, and note
removal—were employed in the revising of the passage in Figure 2.11a in order to
sufficiently manage its difficulty. For this reason, Figures 2.11a and 2.11b stand as a
microcosm of the editorial process employed based on editorial types (1) – (4).34 The
next section discusses editorial decisions that were made to the Ibert reduction based on a
study of the original orchestral score.

34

I.e: (1) The writing-in of fingerings; (2) the omission of certain notes; (3) the reorganizing of noteplacement between the hands; (4) indications for optional notes.
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CHAPTER 3. BRINGING IN THE ORCHESTRA
3.1

Discrepancies
After deciding on the previously discussed changes to the original 1934 reduction—

i.e., fingerings, note layout, note omissions, and indications for optional notes—I input
the newly revised version of the score into MuseScore 3—a music notation program.
Once the initial draft of the revised edition of the reduction was completed, I began to
compare it against Ibert’s original orchestral score. Additionally, I included the original
1934 reduction in the comparison process in order to better understand the decisions that
were made in its construction. This comparison revealed a number of discrepancies
between the orchestra version and the original reduction, including differences in
dynamics, phrasing, and even notes.
Based on my discoveries in the study of the orchestral score, I considered a
number of additional changes that could be made to the revised edition in order to bring it
into closer alignment with the orchestra version. However, I was curious as to the
originator of the 1934 reduction—whether it was constructed by Ibert himself, or by an
employee of Éditions Alphonse Leduc—as there is no clear indication on the score or
elsewhere as to whom it is credited to. If someone other than the composer had produced
the reduction, I felt completely comfortable with the changes being made. However, if
Ibert himself constructed the reduction, I debated as to whether or not more consideration
should be given to any significant changes.
Since my initial attempts at uncovering the party responsible for the original
reduction had been unfruitful, I decided to contact the publisher directly. About a week
31

after sending out the email inquiry, I received a reply from Éditions Alphonse Leduc of
Wise Music Classical Paris. The reply states as follows: “According to our information,
the piano reduction of Flute Concerto by Jacques Ibert was produced by the composer
himself.”35
The confirmation that Ibert himself had produced the reduction initially caused
me to call into question some of the changes that I wanted to make. The question as to
whether or not these alterations would go against the composer’s original intentions was
one that I had to deliberate. I ultimately decided that any and all changes made must
accomplish the following: 1) produce a revised reduction that it is more pianistically
accessible for the collaborator; 2) aid the collaborator in more faithfully reproducing the
orchestra. With this revision, the goal is not necessarily to remain faithful to Ibert’s
version of the reduction, but rather, his version of the orchestration. It is my contention
that more faithfully reproducing the orchestra is of greater importance to the collaborator,
and therefore, of greater benefit to the soloist than trying to adhere to the reduction itself.
The following sections specifically address some of the changes made to
reduction based on my findings in the orchestration. These changes, combined with the
alterations discussed earlier—I believe—resulted in a final product that both more
faithfully reproduces the orchestration and alleviates many of the obstacles to a
successful performance that are inherent within the original 1934 reduction.
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Wise Music Classical Paris, “Ibert Flute Concerto Orchestral Reduction,” email, 2021 (see Supplemental
Image).
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3.1.1

Dynamics

There are many discrepancies between the dynamics in the orchestra version of
Ibert’s Flute Concerto and the 1934 version of the reduction. Initially, when I discovered
the differences in dynamics between the two versions, I decided to defer to the dynamics
of the orchestra version rather than maintain those of the 1934 reduction. However, after
receiving confirmation that Ibert constructed the original reduction, this caused me to
question whether I should preserve the dynamics in his version of the reduction or make
changes to better reflect the orchestra version.
In the revised edition of the reduction, I decided—for the most part—to
incorporate the dynamics that are found in the orchestration. Regardless of Ibert’s
reasoning for the dynamic changes—whether he felt that the timber or volume output
differences between the piano and the orchestra warranted the changes, or if he had some
other non-implicit reasons for the changes—it is my goal to better represent the orchestra
in the revised reduction; therefore, I opted to defer to the orchestration. Even if we are to
assume that Ibert’s reasoning for the dynamic changes—i.e., making some dynamics
louder and others softer in the reduction than the orchestra version—was an issue of
achieving the appropriate dynamic balance between the pianist and the soloist, I believe
that it is ultimately the responsibility of the pianist to adjust the balance as needed in
performance.
One example of the dynamic discrepancies between the 1934 reduction and the
orchestra version can be seen when comparing the excerpt in Figure 3.1a (original 1934
reduction of mm. 7–10, from the first movement) and 3.1b (orchestra version of mm. 7–
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10); Figure 3.1c is the same passage as it now appears in the revised edition, with the
dynamics reflecting the orchestra version.

Figure 3.1a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., mm. 7–10. 1934 reduction
dynamics.36

Figure 3.1b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (orchestral score), I., mm. 7–10. Clarinet and horn
dynamics.37
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Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), (Paris: Alphonse Leduc, 1934), IMSLP, 1.
Jacques Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/ORCH), (Paris: Alphonse Leduc, 1934), IMSLP,
https://imslp.org/wiki/Flute_Concerto_(Ibert%2C_Jacques), 2.
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Figure 3.1c. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition.), I., mm. 7–10. Reinstatement of
orchestral score dynamics.38

It seems the case that some of the dynamic discrepancies between the 1934
reduction and the orchestra version are a matter of attempting to approximate a particular
orchestral dynamic effect in areas where exact representation is not achievable on the
piano. There are, of course, dynamic effects that an orchestra can produce that a piano
simply cannot. One example of this can be seen in the concerto’s opening bars (compare
Figures 3.2a and 3.2b).
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Figure 3.2a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (orchestral score), I., mm. 1–5. Orchestral score
dynamics.39

39

Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/ORCH), (Paris: Alphonse Leduc, 1934), IMSLP, 1.

36

Figure 3.2b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., mm. 1–5. Dynamic differences from
orchestral score.40

Both the orchestra version and the 1934 reduction open with a rousing fortissimo on the
first measure, which is then followed by an immediate decrescendo in measure two. It is
in measure two that the dynamic discrepancies between the versions begin. In measure
two of the orchestra version (Figure 3.2a), the decrescendo from fortissimo ends at
pianissimo; this is followed by a brief eighth rest on the downbeat of measure three, and
then a sudden return to fortissimo as the orchestra begins its ascent to measure five,
ushering in the soloist’s entrance. Contrastingly, in the 1934 reduction (Figure 3.2b), the
decrescendo in measure two leads to piano, and—rather than returning to fortissimo in
measure three as in the orchestra version—the reduction indicates that the upward ascent
begin at piano and then crescendo to measure five.
When comparing the two versions of the concerto, it seems that the differing
dynamics of the reduction’s opening measures may have been chosen as an alternative to
an orchestral dynamic effect that the piano cannot directly emulate. For example, the
piano does not have the ability suddenly diminish the volume of sustained notes in the
manner that strings, brass, and woodwinds can. The piano, instead, requires time to allow
40
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for the gradual decay of sustained tones. Given that the tempo of the first movement is
Allegro (quarter note=120), and the diminuendo must occur over the brief course of a
2/4-meter bar, it is immediately apparent that this effect on the piano is an acoustic
impossibility. When considering these acoustical differences (or the piano’s acoustic
limitations), we can ascertain that the dynamics in the 1934 reduction’s opening measures
were chosen in an effort to evoke a similar effect as the orchestra, though being unable to
represent it precisely. The inclusion of the crescendo in the 1934 reduction appears to be
a reference to the timpani crescendo in the orchestra version; no other instrument in the
orchestration here is called on to produce a crescendo—they must, instead, produce a
sustained fortissimo.
With all of that being said, for the revised edition (see Figure 3.2c), I chose to
slightly alter the 1934 reduction dynamic choices in order to achieve—albeit marginally
so—a more accurate representation of the orchestra. Rather than losing the forceful tutti
return to a louder dynamic after the eighth rest in measure three, I chose to use the
timpani’s dynamics from the orchestration—i.e., mf followed by a crescendo to ff. I
believe that this maintains the intensity of the orchestra introduction more accurately than
the original reduction, while still emulating the timpani crescendo.
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Figure 3.2c. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., mm. 1–5. Revised dynamics.41

3.1.2

Slurs, Phrases, and Articulations

Slurs and articulation notation between both the original 1934 reduction and the
revised edition remain largely similar. This similarity is due to the fact that most of the
slurs, accents, staccatos, tenutos, etc., in the 1934 reduction are also present in the
orchestral score, with a few exceptions on occasion. However, there are a number of
phrase indications in the 1934 reduction that are not present in the orchestra version. This
is, perhaps, most obvious in the concerto’s second movement.
The first section of the second movement of Ibert’s Flute Concerto features the
soloist accompanied by strings alone. The strings-only texture continues for thirty-three
measures before other members of the orchestra start to enter in. When comparing the
orchestra version (Figure 3.3a) to the 1934 reduction (Figure 3.3b), we can see that there
are phrase indications throughout the reduction that do not appear in the orchestration.
It would appear that the orchestra version does not actually include phrase
indications at all (aside from the soloist’s part); instead, there are shorter slurs used to
indicate bowings for the players. [An investigation of the individually printed string parts
41

Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), edited by Nathan Stites, 1.

39

finds that no phrase markings are included there either.] Given these findings, it seems
evident that Ibert had phrasing in mind for this movement that is not readily evident from
the orchestra version. For this reason, I chose to defer to the 1934 reduction’s phrasings
for this movement, as well as for most all other string parts represented throughout the
revised edition.

Figure 3.3a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), II., mm. 1–14. Inclusion of phrasing
that does not appear in orchestral score. 42
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Figure 3.3b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (orchestral score), II., mm. 1–14. Bowing slurs.43

3.1.3

Note Changes: Additions and Alterations

The revised edition of the Ibert Flute Concerto reduction features a number of
areas throughout where notes and even some passages have been altered from the original
1934 reduction based on findings in the orchestra version. These alterations come in the
form of note addition, note omission, or an arrangement constructed to better
approximate the effect of an orchestral passage (particularly those that may be practically
impossible to play in their original form). While many of these changes were
implemented in order to more closely reflect the orchestra version, it was important not to
43
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add any new difficulties for the pianist by trying to over-include material from the
orchestra version into the revised reduction. In fact, it is more often the case that changes
to the reduction based on the orchestration have actually made certain passages easier on
the pianist. A few examples of these alterations and the reasoning behind them are
discussed in the following paragraphs.
The first example of note changes based on the orchestra version comes from mm.
106 –111 of the concerto’s first movement. In the 1934 reduction (Figure 3.4a), the left
hand figures of mm. 106 –107 and mm. 110 –111 are constructed from the cello and viola
notes of the orchestra (see Figure 3.4b), though each second beat of the cello part is
omitted. These omissions were most likely decided on based on the large distance
between the cello and viola notes on those second beats. However, when listening closely
to an orchestra performance of this section and comparing it with the 1934 reduction, the
difference between the two is clear; the omission of the second notes of the cello figures
noticeably alters the harmonic and rhythmic aesthetic of this passage from the orchestra
version. Instead of feeling mm. 106 –107 and 110 –111 in “two,” leaving out the secondbeat notes of the cello part causes each measure to sound more like they are in “one.” In
order to remedy this, I chose to include all of the cello notes and omit only the viola
eighth notes on the beat-two downbeats (see Figure 3.4c). The alterations in this
passage—as insignificant as they may initially seem—produce a more faithful
representation of the corresponding passage in the orchestra version, even with the
omission of a few viola notes. Conveniently, these changes make the left hand figures
easier to play as well.
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Figure 3.4a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., mm. 106 –111. L.H. part differences
from corresponding passage in orchestral score. 44
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Figure 3.4b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (orchestral score), I., mm. 106 –111. Compare
violas/cellos to 1934 reduction.45
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Figure 3.4c. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., mm. 106 –111. L.H. altered to
include all of the cello notes from the corresponding passage in the orchestral score.46

The next example is one in which checking with the orchestral score and listening
to an orchestra performance of the Concerto permitted the simplification of a tricky
texture. In the 1934 reduction of mm. 174 –181 from the first movement (see Figure
3.5a), the pianist is tasked with managing four independent contrapuntal lines—the first
and second violins, violas, and bassoons, respectively. While the managing of a four-part
texture is not in itself an unusual task for a pianist, the intricacies of this particular
passage make it difficult—though not impossible—to successfully produce the clarity of
melody and contrasting articulations required.
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Figure 3.5a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., mm. 174 –181. 1934 reduction piano
texture.47

Before discussing the revisions for this section, a word should be given about the
considerations taken into account when making alterations for the sake of simplification.
When seeking to simplify an orchestra reduction, it is important that the work’s most
important elements be maintained—i.e., melody, rhythm, harmony, and texture. In order
to remain faithful to an orchestral work, one must carefully choose what to include or not
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include from the orchestra in the construction of its reduction; this is accomplished—
generally speaking—by keeping the aforementioned elements largely intact.
Seeking to simplify the texture of the passage in Figure 3.5a, I consulted
recordings of the original orchestra version and the orchestral score. This investigative
work revealed that the second violin’s pizzicato figures could be removed from the
reduction texture with little consequence to the passage’s structural or musical integrity.
At m. 174 in the orchestral score (see Figure 3.5b), the bassoon enters in mimicking the
articulation and rhythm of the second violin figures. The bassoon, in fact, becomes much
more prominent here than the second violin part due to its timbre and louder dynamic
indication (the bassoon is marked mp, while the second violin continues at the previously
established pp). Even though bassoon and second violins have differing notes in this
passage, their simultaneity and shared rhythm and articulation make the elimination of
the second violin part from the reduction texture relatively inconsequential. The revised
version of mm. 174 –181 is shown in Figure 3.5c.

47

Figure 3.5b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (orchestral score), I., mm. 174 –181. Compare to Figures
3.5a and 3.5c.48
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Figure 3.5c. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., mm. 174 –181. Simplified
texture.49

The next example is one where the choice of which notes to include in the revised
edition from a particular passage in the orchestra version differs from the ones used in the
original 1934 reduction. The opening measure of the concerto’s third movement (see
Figure 3.6a) begins with a startling orchestral tutti of three successive chords (m. 3 is
exactly the same).
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Figure 3.6a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (orchestral score), III., mm. 1–5.50
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When viewing the orchestral score, one finds that Ibert uses tone clusters for each
chord. The first chord is constructed of six notes (F, G, A, B♭, C, E); the second is a
five-note chord (F, A, B♭, C, D); the third is similar to the first, but does not contain
“B♭” (F, G, A, C, E). When listened to, the aural effect of these successive chords is
6

essentially a I–IV4 –I chord progression with added notes for tone color. An analysis of
the orchestral score further confirms this harmonic assessment via the choice of note
placement in the score (the cello stops are particularly clear about this progression).
While the 1934 reduction of mm. 1 and 3 is largely faithful to the orchestra
version, a few changes have been made for the revision in order to better highlight the
most prominent sounding notes within the orchestra’s texture, and to more closely evoke
the orchestral effect. Additionally, the underlying harmony underscored in the previous
paragraph has been maintained.
Comparing first the right-hand chords of the 1934 reduction to the right-hand
chords of the revised edition (see Figures 3.6b and 3.6c), one might notice that the
bottommost notes of the first and third chords differ between the versions. In the 1934
reduction, the bottommost notes of the chords contain the descending G-F-E played by
the second oboe, first bassoon, and the lowest notes of the second violin triple stops.
While this descending line does add a nice bit of color to the passage, its inclusion was
chosen over the more prominently sounding F5 played by the trumpet on each chord. The
reoccurring F5 in the trumpet part cuts through the orchestral density here more so than
the descending G-F-C, and when comparing a performance of the orchestra version to the
1934 reduction, it’s difficult to justify its absence. For this reason, I chose to replace the
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G and the E of the first and third chords with F5 in order to better imitate the orchestral
sound. This choice also keeps each chord within a comfortable octave span.
The left hand of the opening measure was also altered from the original 1934
reduction. In the revision, I chose to imitate the orchestra’s timpani roll on beat 1 via
grace notes and a broken F octave (see Figure 3.6c). I believe that this change better
evokes the startling “announcement” of the third movement as it occurs in the orchestra
version. Also, it should be noted that, although the notes of the second and third chords of
the left hand are the same as those found in the 1934 reduction, the bottom F’s of both
chords have been marked as optional due to the wide stretch between the bottom and top
notes.51

Figure 3.6b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), III., mm. 1–4. Compare mm. 1 and 3
with author’s edition.52
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Although these chords can be quickly rolled, some might find the aural effect of doing so less evocative
of the orchestral sound. Choosing to not play these F’s arguably does not significantly detract from the
measure’s orchestral imitation given the residual resonance of the preceding low “timpani” F’s that occur
directly before them.
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Figure 3.6c. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), III., mm. 1–4. Compare mm. 1
and 3 with the 1934 reduction.53

While the previous examples deal with passages wherein only a few notes differ
between the 1934 reduction and the revised edition, the next example highlights a
passage featuring one of the more dramatic differences between the two versions. In mm.
101–102 of the concerto’s third movement—just before the transition into the
movement’s development section (see Figure 3.7a) —there is a thunderous full-orchestral
climax where the tonic F is heavily emphasized. More specifically, the two alternating
chords that are used here recall a similar tonal structure to the chords of the previous
example (i.e., mm. 1 and 3 from Figure 3.6a). As in the previous example, there are many
notes included in mm. 101–102 that seem to be added for coloristic purposes or slight
harmonic ambiguity. Nevertheless, when stripped away of these added notes, one
essentially finds a common chord progression—in this case, an alternating I-V pattern.
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Figure 3.7a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (orchestral score), III., mm. 101–102.54

In the 1934 reduction of this passage (Figure 3.7b), the descending broken chord
texture used seems to be employed in order to evoke the string figures in the orchestra.
However, when listening to a recorded orchestra performance of this same section, one
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finds that the strings are almost entirely drowned out by the surrounding instruments. Of
greatest prominence in this passage are the F’s on beats one and three—especially those
played in the highest registers (flutes/first violins) and lowest registers
(timpani/contrabass)—and subsequently, the C of the timpani and Bb of the horns on
beats two and four. Additionally, if one is to play this passage as it appears in the 1934
reduction, one will find it quite difficult to successfully achieve as written due to its quick
successive leaps and awkward layout.

Figure 3.7b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), III., mm. 101–102.55

For the revised edition, it was necessary to significantly rework mm. 101–102 in
order to more closely represent the orchestral effect of the passage as well as create an
arrangement that is more easily executed by the pianist. Firstly, the descending broken
chord figures in the right hand on beats one and three of the 1934 reduction have been
converted into block chords for the revised edition (compare Figures 3.7b and 3.7c); this
alteration helps to create a fuller and richer sound more in line with the orchestral effect.
Additionally, the leaps from beats one and three now proceed to B♭- A - B♭ triplet
figures on beats two and four; this change reflects the prominently heard first horn part,
which performs the same triplet figures. The left hand in mm. 101–102 has been changed
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entirely from how it appears in the original reduction; for this, I wanted to highlight the
thunderous timpani, which alternates playing F and C (the first and fifth scale degrees of
the implied key of F). The allusion to the timpani in the revision is accomplished via F
octaves alternating with the C in the middle of the F octave span. When the revised right
and left hand parts are combined, the overall effect of this passage is much more aurally
aligned with what can be heard from the orchestra, and its difficulty—in comparison to
the original 1934 reduction—dramatically reduced.

Figure 3.7c. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), III., mm. 101–102.56
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CHAPTER 4. PERFORMANCE-RELATED ADDITIONS AND ALTERATIONS
One final area of discussion pertains to the addition of various performance
suggestions and minor visual alterations in the revised edition of the Ibert Flute Concerto
reduction. The performance suggestions largely come in the form of occasional pedal
indications, but a few minor non-pedal indications can be found as well. 57 Additionally,
some visual alterations have been made to the score; these are changes implemented to
serve at least one of the following two purposes: 1) to prevent score over-cluttering; 2) to
make the score easier to read. It should be noted that these additions do not come directly
from the orchestral score or the 1934 reduction per se, but are included in the revision to
help the pianist produce a more orchestral sound, achieve a greater level of faithfulness to
the music, and/or to aid the pianist in successfully executing specific passages.

4.1

Pedaling Suggestions
How one is to incorporate pedaling into the playing of this reduction is largely left

up to the pianist. The development of good pedal technique is a skill that pianists acquire
over their years of study and training; considering that this reduction would require a
pianist of decent skill level—regardless of the alterations made for simplicity—it seems
unnecessary to “hold the player’s hand” by providing instructions on where and how the
pedal should be implemented at every measure. Such overeditorialization might come
across as presumptuous and—practically speaking—would clutter up the score.

E.g., the “non legato” marking at m. 51 of the first movement, added to imitate the strings’ bowing
articulation (see Supplemental Score 1.3, p. 3).
57

57

4.1.1

Damper Pedal

For the most part, the proper implementation of the damper pedal can be gleaned
from the score’s notation itself—i.e., the note durations (particularly of the bass), and
articulations. For example, looking at the excerpt in Figure 4.1a (mm. 37–40 of the first
movement), we see that there is a need to sustain the half notes on beat one of m. 37
while the other members of the contrapuntal texture (i.e., the right hand sixteenth notes
and left hand eighth notes) move onward. Given that this cannot be easily accomplished
without the damper pedal, most pianists would recognize the need to hold the pedal
through m. 37 and then release it at m. 38 (see Figure 4.1b). For such instances, I felt it
unnecessary to include pedal indications.

Figure 4.1a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., mm. 37–40.58
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Figure 4.1b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., mm. 37–40. Possible pedaling
based on notation (*pedaling here not notated in final revision).59

For areas where damper pedal should not be used, this too should be clear from
the score notation. In Figure 4.2 (mm. 27–32 of the first movement), the right hand
contains staccato figures while the left hand contains a two-voice legato texture; since the
left hand figures can be played without needing a pedal to sustain the tones (as the voices
are within a comfortable hand range), it should be obvious here that the pedal is
unnecessary and would in fact interfere with producing the appropriate articulations.
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Ibid.
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Figure 4.2. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., mm. 27–32.60

There are, however, a few places in the revised edition where damper pedal
suggestions have been added as a courtesy to the player—particularly for areas where it
seems necessary to use the pedal in a specific way. One of these places is shown in
Figures 4.3a and 4.3b. In mm. 55–70 of the first movement, the pianist plays a three-part
texture representing the violas and divisi cellos. In the 1934 reduction of this section
(Figure 4.3a), the cello parts appear in the left hand staff alone, suggesting that one
should play these notes with the left hand. However, attempting to play the left hand as it
is written in the original reduction is problematic because of the unreasonable stretching
required to sustain the lowest bass voice against the upper moving voice. Unfortunately,
this problem cannot simply be remedied via the damper pedal alone; if the player were to
rely on the pedal to sustain the lowest bass tones so that the left hand can move into a
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comfortable position to play the upper moving tones, this would result in a muddied
texture and a clashing of non-chord tones.

Figure 4.3a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (1934 reduction), I., mm. 57–70.61

For the revised edition, however (see Figure 4.3b), the note layout has been reworked to
eliminate the stretching and pedal issues; the highest notes of the upper cello part have
been placed in the right hand, which frees up the left hand to comfortably hold the
sustained bass tones while playing only the lowest notes of each upper cello figure. In
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order to ensure that the necessary clarity and legato smoothness of the upper cello figures
is preserved—especially with the line now being divided between the hands—damper
pedal indications suggesting a change on each beat have been added.

Figure 4.3b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), I., mm. 57–70. Layout reworked
and pedaling suggestions added.62
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4.1.2

Sostenuto Pedal

The other type of pedal suggestions included in the revised edition pertains to the
occasional use of the sostenuto pedal. Though not nearly as frequently used as the
damper pedal or soft pedal (especially for solo piano music), the sostenuto pedal (the
middle of the standard three pedals) can be quite the useful tool to help with particular
passages in orchestra reductions. More specifically, the sostenuto pedal can be used in
passages where certain notes need to be sustained while others are kept free of the
blending effect of raised dampers. The use of the sostenuto pedal is, of course, optional,
as not all pianos—particularly certain upright models—have this pedal. However, as will
be discussed in following examples, the implementation of the sostenuto pedal can be
quite beneficial for players who wish to achieve clarity of sound and faithfulness to the
orchestration.
The first of these sostenuto pedal examples comes from mm. 285–288 of the
concerto’s third and final movement. In the orchestration (see Figure 4.4a), the cellos and
contrabasses sustain a low G-octave for two measures underneath active staccato figures
played by the clarinets and bassoons; as the music continues to build and more
instruments join the clarinets and bassoons, the cellos and contrabasses—joined by the
timpani and horns at m. 287—move to sustained C’s.

63

Figure 4.4a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto (orchestral score), III., mm. 285–288.63

Translating this passage to the piano is difficult considering that both hands are
justifiably needed to play the building eighth-note figures in the middle and upper
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registers of the piano, yet the low G-octave in m. 285 and the C-octave in m. 287 both
need to be sustained underneath for two measures at a time. 64 Using the damper pedal to
sustain two measures at a time is, unfortunately, not ideal for this passage, as the texture
and harmony would become muddied and the clarity needed for the staccato figures
would be unachievable. However, if one properly uses the sostenuto pedal to “catch” the
low octaves on mm. 285 and 287 (see Figure 4.4b), the upper staccato figures can be
played with clarity and the damper pedal may then be used freely as needed without any
disruption to the sustained bass octaves.

Figure 4.4b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), III., mm. 285–288. Sostenuto
pedal suggestion included.65

If a pianist chooses to use the sostenuto pedal where notated in the revised
edition, it is advisable that the damper pedal be used in combination with it as needed. In
other words, once the sostenuto pedal has been properly implemented and the desired
notes sustained, the pianist should feel free to use the damper pedal with it ad libitum in
order to add resonance, create legato connections, or sustain notes not affected by the
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It should be noted here that the 1934 reduction left out the change to the C-octave at m. 287 altogether in
favor of using both hands to continue the eighth-note figures without interruption. For the revision, this
passage was reworked to include the change to C at the cost of two eighth notes in the left hand on beat one
of m. 287.
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sostenuto pedal. The excerpt in Figure 4.5a (mm. 37–42, from the second movement)
highlights the necessity of this duo-pedal combination.

Figure 4.5a. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), II., mm. 37–42.66

In order to sustain the low G at m. 37 (and again at m. 40) in the bass clef across
three measures, it is suggested that one use the sostenuto pedal as notated to prevent the
blending of all the other notes (which would occur if using the damper pedal alone).
However, once the G has been sustained by the sostenuto pedal, the damper pedal should
then be used as needed to create legato connections of the consecutive chords and thirds
that follow. The use of the damper pedal in this passage has not been notated in the
revised edition, but a possible implementation of it is given in Figure 4.5b.
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Figure 4.5b. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), II., mm. 37–39. Possible damper
pedal use with sostenuto pedal. 67

4.2

Note Lengths
Another type of editorial decision made for the revised edition involves notes that

are actually longer in duration in the orchestra version than they appear in the reduction;
these are notes that tie across two or more measures in the orchestration but had to be
notated differently in the reduction in order to prevent over-cluttering of the score with
long ties. For such instances, an indefinite slur or tie is placed below the note to be
sustained (similar to the “let ring” or “let vibrate” notation found in percussion notation)
and is left open-ended. This type of notation can be found on occasion in the original
1934 reduction, but additional ones (like those beneath the low bass G’s of mm. 37 and
40 in Figure 4.5a) have been added to the revision as well. This notation signals to the
player that the indicated note should be sustained longer than it appears, and
subsequently, should help inform the player’s pedaling decisions for those particular
passages.
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Figure 4.6. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, red. (author’s edition), II., mm. 37. Example of openended tie used to indicate the long sustaining of a tone across two or more measures.68

4.3

Note groupings
Lastly, a few passages in the revision contain note groupings that have been

reorganized merely as a visual courtesy to the player. One example of this type of
reorganization can be seen in a comparison between the 1934 and revised reduction
versions of mm. 285–287 of the Concerto’s final movement (see Figure 4.7). Although
the 1934 reduction remains consistent with the orchestra version by beaming the eighthnote figures in groups of four, these notes have been reorganized into groups of three for
the revised edition. The reasoning behind this reorganization is based on the repetition of
the notes in these measures—there is a three-note figure repetition imbedded in and
across the beamings of four, producing a hemiola-like effect. For the sake of
organizational and visual clarity for the player, the eighth notes have been beamed into
groups of three (that is, up until beat three of measure 287 where the left hand and right
hand figurations move out of alignment). Again, the purpose of this regrouping (and
others like) it is purely aesthetic and does not affect the rhythm or meter of the music;
however, the reorganization of the repetitive figures is arguably more visually beneficial
68
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to the player as it can help them to keep better track of their place within the disorienting
texture.
(1934 reduction)

(Author’s revised edition)

Figure 4.7. Ibert, Fl. Concerto, III., mm. 285–288. Comparison of note groupings
between the 1934 reduction and the author’s revised edition.69

69

Ibert, Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/ORCH), (Paris: Alphonse Leduc, 1934), IMSLP, 33; Ibert,
Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO), edited by Nathan Stites, 36.

69

BIBLIOGRAPHY
Bade, Dennis. “Flute Concerto: Jacques Ibert.” laphil.com. Accessed January 11, 2021.
https://www.laphil.com/musicdb/pieces/1790/flute-concerto.
Blakeman, Edward. "Moyse, Marcel." Grove Music Online, 2001; Accessed Jan 11,
2021. https://www-oxfordmusiconline.com.
ezproxy.uky.edu/grovemusic/view/10.1093/gmo/9781561592630.001.0001/o
mo-9781561592630-e-0000019264.
Ibert, Jacques. Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/ORCH). Paris: Alphonse Leduc,
1934. IMSLP,
https://imslp.org/wiki/Flute_Concerto_(Ibert%2C_Jacques).
Ibert, Jacques. Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO). Edited by Nathan Stites.
University of Kentucky: DMA project, 2022.
Ibert, Jacques. Concerto pour Flûte et Orchestre (FLT/PNO). Paris: Alphonse Leduc,
1934. IMSLP,
https://imslp.org/wiki/Flute_Concerto_(Ibert%2C_Jacques).
Johnson, Rebecca. “Flute Concertos by Christopher Rouse & Jacques Ibert: Katherine
Bryan.” Flutist Quarterly 39, No. 3 (Spring, 2014): 79.
Class, Kevin. “On the Creation and Performance of Orchestral Reductions.”
kevinclass.com. http://www.kevinclass.com/on-the-creation-andperformance-of-orchestral-reductions.

70

VITA
Nathan Anthony Stites is a native of New Albany, Indiana. Nathan attended
Indiana University Southeast from 2000–2004, having received the full-tuition Martha
Stem Scholarship Award for studies in music performance. In 2002, Nathan was awarded
second prize in the Vancouver Young Composers Competition for his choral work,
“Prepare the Way of the Lord.” In 2003, Nathan was the winner of the Indiana University
Southeast concerto competition. Nathan received his Bachelor of Arts in Piano
Performance from Indiana University Southeast in 2004.
Between 2004 and 2006, Nathan worked as a private piano instructor and served
as a church pianist. In 2006, Nathan began graduate studies at the Jacobs School of Music
at Indiana University, Bloomington, where he studied piano performance with Luba
Edlina Dubinsky. Nathan completed his graduate studies at Indiana University in 2009,
receiving his Master of Music degree.
After graduation from Indiana University, Nathan worked as an adjunct instructor
of music and staff accompanist at Eastern Kentucky University from 2009–2018.
Additionally, Nathan continued to give private piano instruction during this time,
receiving honors for teaching from Gist Piano Academy’s Partners in Education (PIE)
program.
In 2018, Nathan began doctoral studies in collaborative piano performance at the
University of Kentucky School of Music, where he studied with Dr. Jacob Coleman.
Upon completion of his coursework, Nathan accepted a position as an instructor of music
in piano at Morehead State University in 2021.

71

